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DETAILED ACTION 

The election filed on 3/6/06 has been entered. 

The election of claims 1-28 (Group I) has been acknowledged. 

Claims 29-37 have been canceled. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 
The following Is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made In this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

Claims 1,4, 5-8, 10, 12-14, 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Kajimoto et al (U.S. Patent No 5,084,838). 

Regarding claim 1 , figure 1 of Kajimoto et al discloses a memory device 
comprising an input device (DIB), and output device (DOB), a data storage device 
(RAM), a processor (inherently included in Kajimoto et al since every memory device 
must have a microcontroller or processor so as to generate address signals, data 
signals and control signals to the memory device) coupled to the input device, output 
device, the processor includes an address bus (AB), a control bus (CB) and a data bus 
(DB), a memory device (UC1, UCn) coupled to the processor, the memory device 
including address, data and command bus (the buses connected between AB and 
RAM, DIB and RAM, TG and RAM), a configuration circuit (either BPC or CRB or ARB) 
interposed between at least one of the address (AB), control (CB) and data buses (DB). 
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Regarding claim 4, figure 4 of Kajimoto et al shows that the configuration circuit 
BPC is coupled to the address decoder CAD. 

Regarding claim 5, the line between AB and ARB would be considered as a 
processor bus, and the line between ARB and AB would be considered as an address 
bus of the memory device, and the configuration circuit ARB interposed between two 
buses. Also, the line between DB and BPC would be considered as a data bus of the 
processor and the line between BPC and DIB would be considered as data bus of the 
memory device, and the configuration circuit BPC interposed between these two buses. 

Regarding claim 6, the configuration circuit ARB is clearly coupled to the 
configuration control line (the line that connects to CRB). 

Regarding claim 7, line between CB and CRB would be considered as a control 
bus of the processor, and the line between CRB and TG would be considered as the 
control bus of the memory device. 

Regarding claim 8, the control configuration CRB is clearly coupled to the 
configuration control line. 

Regarding claim 10, column 4, line 67 of Kajimoto et al discloses that the 
memory device is a DRAM. 

Regarding claim 12-13, column 16, lines 41-43 teach that the memory device is a 
non-volatile of flash memory device. 

Regarding claim 14, figure 1 of Kajimoto et al disclose a memory device 
comprising a memory array cell (RAM), the memory cells array coupled to to one or 
more signal buses (DB, CB, AB) of an external device, a configuration circuit (BPC) 
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interposed between tlie memory cell array RAM and the one or more signal buses (in 
this case, DB would be considered as one of them) of the external device to selectively 
couple portions of the one (DB) bus to the memory cell array RAM. 

Regarding claim 18, figure 1 of Kajimoto et al discloses a memory device 
comprising an address bus (AB) coupled to the memory cell array (RAM), a data bus 
(DB) coupled to the memory cell array RAM, an address configuration circuit (ARB) 
coupled to the address bus AB, and a data configuration (BPC) coupled to the data bus 
DB. 

Regarding claim 19, element CAD in figure 4 of Kajimoto et al is clearly an 
address decoder and CSW is used for reading and writing data in the memory device. 

Regarding claim 20, line CB in figure 1 of Kajimoto et al is a control bus and 
element CRB is a control configuration circuit. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

r 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described In (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Taylor (US 
2004/0024959). 
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For the purpose of this rejection a memory die would be considered as a memory 
cell array or block that has a particular capacity. 

Regarding claim 22, figure 3 of Taylor discloses a memory device having a first 
memory die (306) having a first memory capacity, a second memory die (304) having a 
second memory capacity, and a configuration circuit 312) for coupling either or both of 
the first memory die 306 and the second memory die 304 to the external circuit. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2, 1 1 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kajimoto et al in view of McKeon (US Patent No 3,355,725). 

Kajimoto et al applied as above. The only difference between Kajimoto et al and 
claims 2 and 15 is Kajimoto fail to disclose the use of a bi-stable relay for connecting or 
disconnecting a signal to a processor. 

McKeon teaches that the use of a bi-stable relay (124, figure 2 or the relay in 
figure 3) for controlling the connection between two lines is well known in the art. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Kajimoto et al by using a bi-stable relay connected 
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between two signal lines so as to control the connection between these lines as taught 
by McKeon. 

Regarding claim 1 1, the iapplication of an address bus, data bus and control bus 
in an SRAM would have been obvious since it is well known in the memory art the 
DRAM, flash memory and SRAM could use the same address bus, data bus and control 

bus structure. 

Claims 3, 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kajimoto et al in view of Lyke et al (US Patent No 6,667,873). 

Kajimoto et al applied as above. The difference between kajimoto et al and 
claims 3, 16 and 17 is that Kajimoto et al fail to teach the use of a MEMS relay as a 
switch in a memory device. 

Lyke (see figure 6) disclose a MEMS that performs the function of a switch in a 
memory device. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Kajimoto et al by using a MEMS relay as a 
switch in a memory device so as to connect or disconnect two signal lines as evidenced 
by Lyke et al. 

Claims 23-26 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Taylor (US 2004/0024959) in view of McKeon (US Patent No 3,355,725). 
Taylor applied as above. 

Regarding claim 26, the only difference between Taylor and claim 26 is that 
Taylor fails to teach the use of a bi-stable relay for connecting or disconnecting two 
signal lines. McKeon discloses a bi-stable relay that is used for connecting or 
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disconnecting two signal lines. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Taylor by using a bi-stable 
relay for connecting or disconnecting two signal lines as evidenced by McKeon. 

Regarding claims 23, 24 and 28, the selection of the capacity of the first, second, 
third and fourth memory die would have been obvious since it just represent a design 
choice. 

Regarding claim 25, the connection of a configuration circuit to a plurality of 
signal pins would have been obvious since it is well known in the art that the external 
signal and the internal signal in the memory device would connects through a plurality of 
pins. 

Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(see above) in view of Lyke et al (US Patent No 6,667.873). 

Taylor applied as above. The difference between Taylor and claim 27 is that 
Taylor fail to teach the use of a MEMS relay between two signal lines so as to perform 
the function of connecting or disconnecting these signal lines. Lyke et al disclose a 
MEMS relay that could be used for connecting or disconnecting two signal lines. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious tone of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Taylor by using a MEMS relay connected between two 
signal lines so as to connect or disconnect these two lines as taught by Lyke et al. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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-Anderson et al disclose a memory device having a configuration circuit. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Son T. Dinh whose telephone number is 571-272-1868. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday 8am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Elms can be reached on 571-272-1869. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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